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FOREWORD

The current Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and the
recommendations to be made by the members of recently established
National Defense Panel (NDP) are of tremendous importance to the
U.S. Army as well as to the other armed services. This is a
difficult and challenging time, filled with the kind of tensions
that can foster, compel and exacerbate inter-service rivalries.

It is also a time of opportunity, if we can put aside more
parochial interests to address those vital defense issues that
will face the nation in the coming years.

The timing of the QDR comes at a watershed point in the
history of our nation and its defense establishment. Rather than
facing a single and symmetrical threat from a known enemy, as was
the case from 1946 until the end of the Cold War, the nation now
faces a range of multidimensional and asymmetrical threats. We do
So at a time of constrained budgets and ever more constrained
resources, as the nation and its Congress seek to balance the
budget by 2002. Simultaneously, the pace of development in
military technology is not only expanding more rapidly, but the
sophisticated weapons and the technology necessary to employ
those weapons are becoming more readily available to a range of
potential foes.

In March 1996, Colonel Jim Blundell of the Association of
the United States Army's Institute for Land Warfare and Dr. Earl
H. Tilford, Jr., of the U. S. Army War College's Strategic
Studies Institute envisioned a symposium that would bring all the
services together for an open and honest meeting aimed at
defining the complex issues that will face the services
individually and the Department of Defense corporately during the
Joint Strategy Review and Quadrennial Defense Review process. It
was a bold and innovative idea, one that ran against the
conventional propensity to defend service prerogatives while
pushing for a maximum benefit for the individual service. General
Andrew Goodpastor of the Atlantic Council and Dr. Robert Wood of
the Naval War College agreed that a joint effort to reach for a
higher order of discussion would be beneficial. Their
organizations became cosponsors. The Air War College was unable
to join as a cosponsor, but a representative of the U.S. Air
Force Air Command and Staff College's School for Advanced
Airpower Studies and a former Air Force Chief of Staff made
compelling presentations on an airpower panel organized by Dr.
Tilford.

The symposium, held February 24-25, 1997, in Arlington,
Virginia, was a resounding success. Soldiers, sailors, marines,
and airmen joined government officials, policymakers, civilian
academics, and the media for two days of forthright discussions.
What follows are summaries of the presentations and papers. To be



sure, individual service positions were stated and restated. But
there was a distinct spirit of jointness expressed by virtually

every speaker as each acknowledged the absolute need to train and
fight together. At the conclusion of the symposium, there was a
general acknowledgement that the better interests of the nation

had, indeed, been served. The AUSA's Institute for Land Warfare
and the Strategic Studies Institute are pleased to present the
following SSI Special Report, "National Defense into the 21st
Century: Defining the Issues."”

THEODORE G. STROUP, JR. RICHARD A. CHILCOAT
Lieutenant General, (USA, Ret.) Major General, U.S. Army
Managing Director Commandant

Institute for Land Warfare U.S. Army War College
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NATIONAL DEFENSE INTO THE 21st CENTURY:
DEFINING THE ISSUES

Introduction

The U.S. Army War College, in cooperation with the
Association of the United States Army (AUSA), the U.S. Naval War
College, and the Atlantic Council of the United States,
cosponsored a symposium in late February 1997 to examine the
topic, "National Defense into the 21st Century: Defining the
Issues.” The purpose of this symposium was to relate the national
interests of the United States to its long-term military
requirements and to define those challenges which will face the
Department of Defense, as well as those issues most pertinent to
each of the military services. This symposium was a sincere
effort by individuals from the various services, the Army's and
the Navy's premier professional military education institutions,
AUSA, and the Atlantic Council to search for a common under-
standing of the difficult issues facing all the services jointly
and each of them individually.

Over a period of two days, through four panels and three
special addresses, the presenters and more than 100 attendees
engaged in an enlightening and productive exchange of ideas and
points of view. What follows is a report on the four individual
panels and the comments of the Honorable John D. White, the
Deputy Secretary of Defense; Major General Mark R. Hamilton, U.S.
Army, Vice Director for Force Structure, Resources, and
Assessment on the Joint Staff; and retired U.S. Army General
Andrew J. Goodpaster, Chairman of the Atlantic Council of the
United States. General Jack N. Merritt, U.S. Army, Retired,
opened the symposium by describing its goals and agenda.



PANEL |

Setting the Framework:
U.S. Security Requirements
and Policy Realities for the Next Millennium

Dr. William T. Johnsen
Strategic Studies Institute
"The Future Roles of U.S. Military Power and Their Implications"

The Honorable Frederick L. Frostic
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Requirements and Plans
"Jointness and Service Priorities:
Reconciling Differences for a Common Defense"

Dr. Gordon Adams
Associate Director for National Security
and International Security Affairs
Office of Management and Budget
"Matching Our National Security Strategy
to Budgetary Resources"

The panel was charged with providing the strategic context
for the subsequent service-oriented panels and discussions. This
was no small task, involving as it did an overview of the
strategic environment, an assessment of the political landscape,
and the very harsh fiscal realities that will shape and determine
the national security environment in the first quarter of the
21st century.

Dr. William T. Johnsen , Associate Research Professor of
National Security Affairs at the U.S. Army War College's
Strategic Studies Institute, in his paper, "The Future Roles of
U.S. Military Power and Their Implications,” began the conference
by stating that military power will continue to protect U.S.
national interests through deterrence, compellence, reassurance,
and support to the nation. These roles, Dr. Johnsen maintained,
will change both subtly and substantively as conventional
deterrence replaces nuclear deterrence as the foundation of U.S.
deterrent strategy. Compellence, more traditionally known as the
ability "to fight and win the nation's wars," will take on a
broader connotation, one requiring improved synchronization of
military power with other instruments of national power.
Simultaneously, the armed forces will be called upon to reassure
allies and friends around the world while providing important--
but expensive--support and services involved with relieving
natural and man-made disasters at home and abroad. According to
Dr. Johnsen, the recently articulated concept of preventive
defense will assume a much larger role, moving the United States



to a three-tiered strategy of preventing threats from emerging,
deterring risks that arise, and compelling adversaries as
necessary. It will expand the use of military power to include
promoting, as well as protecting, national interests. While
preventive defense is not without its risks, the United States
cannot afford to pass up this historic opportunity to shape the
international security environment.

The Department of Defense (DoD) will lead in imple- menting
preventive defense. Because the Army is best structured to carry
out this role, it has been and will be the primary agent for
doing so within the DoD. At the same time, the Army provides the
nation tremendous utility in the roles of deterrence,
compellence, reassurance, and support to the nation. Moreover,

Dr. Johnsen asserted, the Army is particularly well-suited for
countering asymmetric responses to U.S. military capabilities,
especially those devised to obviate our advantages in precision
strike.

Balancing the demands of preventive defense with the
continuing requirements of deterrence, compellence, and support
to the nation will have considerable consequences for the Army at
the national military and national strategy levels. For example,
at the national strategy level, leaders must forge consensus on
the U.S. international role, improve the interagency process, and
institutionalize close synchronization of the instruments of
national power, while avoiding excessive use of the military
instrument. At the national military level, officials must be
better prepared to participate in multinational efforts and to
coordinate their actions with international and nongovernmental
relief organizations. They have to examine whether to optimize
forces and force structures for warfighting or to prepare forces
for operations across the full range of military operations. The
de facto  DoD budget allocation paradigm may require revision to
support greater emphasis on preventive defense.

Within the Army, the implications are many, but force
structure and the allocation of tasks within the Total Army are
the most important. Dr. Johnsen offered three possible options
for addressing these issues:

» Option 1: Maintain an evolutionary course. This
alternative continues to support current force structure and mix,
but works on the margins to reduce the stress on
OPTEMPO/PERSTEMPO.

* Option 2: The Active Component of the armed forces retains
primary responsibility for deterrence and, if necessary, fighting
and winning in two major theaters of war (MTWSs). The Reserve
Components would have primary responsibility for preventive
defense missions.



* Option 3: The Active Component would retain primary
responsibility for deterrence, for fighting and winning one MTW,
and for conducting preventive defense tasks. The Reserve
Components would have primary responsibility for deterring and,
if necessary, fighting and winning in a second theater of war,
should it develop.

Dr. Johnsen ended by stating that no single alternative is
ideal, and that each has its pitfalls. It is quite likely that
any of these options would cause short-term but very sharp pain
for the Army. But the long-term gain for the nation of settling
on the best alternative could be significant.

The Honorable Frederick L. Frostic , Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Require- ments, then spoke
on "Jointness and Service Priorities: Reconciling Differences for
a Common Defense." Mr. Frostic began with an overview of the
world situation which, he said, has fostered new national
security requirements. The Cold War forced the United States to
develop the finest military establishment the world has ever
known, and the Army of today is a direct result of that
experience. No sane individual, or nation led by rational
leaders, would challenge the United States on this nation's
terms; which means that the armed forces must be prepared to
counter asymmetrical strategies. The old style of deterrence
simply will not work in this complex world.

Mr. Frostic then turned to some of the challenges facing the
United States. Unexpected contingencies are expensive. For
instance, moving U.S. forces back into Kuwait in October 1994 to
counter what appeared to be the aggressive intentions of the
Iraqis cost the Department of Defense $2 billion. These kinds of
contingencies, both larger and smaller, need to be addressed with
a better orchestration of all the elements of national power:
diplomatic as well as military. Furthermore, the United States,
as the world's only superpower, will not be intimidated by the
kind of terrorism that forced a withdrawal from Beirut in 1983
and that manifested itself in the Khobar Towers bombing last
year.

The United States is, however, vulnerable to some forms of
asymmetric warfare. While it is popular to talk about being the
world leader in information warfare, this is an area of
vulnerability. For example, most Americans are unaware of the
role that foreign nationals play in manufacturing computer
software in this country.

Mr. Frostic concluded by pointing out some challenges that
need to be addressed. He stated that the Army and the Air Force



are at two or three times their normal PERSTEMPO. The services
have to better integrate their reserve components into ongoing
operations to relieve some of that pressure. There must be a
better link between intelligence and command and control in power
projection operations. Finally, the logistics tail is too

cumbersome. Outsourcing may be a way to address that.

Dr. Gordon Adams , the Associate Director for National
Security and International Affairs at the Office of Management
and Budget, was the final speaker on the first panel. He began
his presentation, "Matching Our National Security Strategy to
Budgetary Resources," by stating that it is difficult to plan the
Defense budget in this era of uncertainty in the international
arena. The lack of a definable threat combines with the nation's
immense public debt to make the planning environment quite
difficult.

Although the national debt is forcing the DoD to make
difficult choices, the defense budget as a percentage of Gross
Domestic Product has been declining since the late 1980s.
However, since the defense budget accounts for over 50 percent of
discretionary spending, it will continue to be singled out for
scrutiny.

Post-Cold War restructuring is complete, and DoD is nearing
the end of the painful process of personnel reductions. While we
did a good job of staying ready throughout this period, the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force of today are not what they have
to be in the 21st century.

Dr. Adams addressed current and future defense budgets. The
good news is that further reductions are unlikely and that a very
slow growth at just above the annual rate of inflation is
probable. The bad news is that it is hard to fund contingencies.
Currently, these are funded out of Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) funds and, even when Congress votes supplemental funds to
cover the costs of unexpected contingencies, the O&M
opportunities have been lost. A proposal to fund a special
contingency account is currently being considered by Congress.

Defense procurement has declined 53 percent since 1990. The
plan is to increase the procurement account by 47 percent by
2002. This increase has been delayed because O&M shortfalls are
currently funded out of the procurement account. From Dr. Adams'
perspective, the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) has to deal
with readiness, PERSTEMPO, infrastructure, modernization, and
outsourcing.

Dr. Adams' conclusion was that today there is closer
coordination between the military and political components of



national security than ever before. An example of this is the
pressure brought on General Raoul Cedras of Haiti when he was
told that the 82nd Airborne Division was enroute to his country
and that it was time for him to yield to Washington's demands. To
maintain that kind of awesome capability, both the diplomatic and
military components have to be adequately funded now and in the
future.



KEYNOTE ADDRESS

The Honorable John T. White
Assistant Secretary of Defense
"An Update on the Quadrennial Defense Review"

At the conclusion of the first panel, the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, the Honorable John P. White, made the following
remarks.

| appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today because
this is a critical moment for the Department of Defense, our
defense policy, and the armed forces we maintain to protect and
defend us. We are going to be counting on organizations like
yours for support as we make the tough but critical decisions
about our future.

We are at a pivot point in history, as the Cold War recedes
into the past and a new century rushes toward us. We have
prepared well for this point, having spent the past 4 years
building a national security strategy and the military forces
necessary to meet today's challenges. We also know we cannot
stand still. The chief characteristic of this world is rapid
change. To protect American security, we must stay ahead of
change--indeed, we must shape and direct that change.

If we are to shape the future, we have to resist the natural
impulse to be nearsighted--to focus our defense strategies,
resources, and choices mainly on the world as we know it. During
the Cold War when the threat forecast was relatively constant and
the adversaries were well-identified, our principal security
challenges were clear. But in today's world, when the threat
forecast is more blurry and changeable, we must focus a greater
share of our attention on the strategy and requirements for
meeting the unknown challenges of the long term.

In short, we need to strike a better balance between the
present and the future. That is one of our chief goals in the QDR
as we take a hard look at the world ahead, identify the
challenges that confront us, and determine the best and most
affordable way to meet those challenges.

Today | want to talk about how we are using the QDR to help
us make the key decisions that will guide our national defense
into the coming century. Some of our choices will be hard. They
will involve difficult trade-offs, and they will be
controversial. But unless we are willing to make them, we run the
risk of entering the next century unprepared for the challenges
we will face. Our strategy for the 21st century must drive our
choices in the QDR, but we must make these choices within the
resource constraints we face. This is the central challenge for



the QDR and the basic reason we have undertaken it: to develop a
new strategy and new capa-bilities for a new era with limited
resources.

First, let me tell you a little about the QDR. Itis a
collaborative effort involving the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, the Joint Staff, the Commanders in Chief (CINCs), and
the services. At a general level, the review is being conducted
by seven panels, each with its own subject area--strategy, force
structure, modernization, readiness, infrastructure, human
resources, and information oper-ations and intelligence.

At more senior levels, this work is reviewed and integrated,
options are developed, and choices are framed for decision by the
Secretary. As we proceed, we will work closely with the National
Defense Panel, which is now established and prepared to review
our progress and to make recommendations for consideration by the
Department. We will present our final report to Congress by May
15, 1997, but will be consulting with them throughout the
process.

Our overarching goal in the QDR is a fundamental
reassessment of America's defense. It is about assessing and
balancing risk, developing an appropriate strategy, and making
tough choices about the capabilities we need to carry out that
strategy. As the Secretary has stressed, we are examining
everything: strategic assumptions, warfighting plans, force size
and disposition, investment programs, and supporting
infrastructure.

| want to emphasize four broad ideas about the QDR that |
hope to leave with you today:

* It is strategy-driven; that is, we will make choices based
on how best to meet the perceived threats and challenges of the
future.

* It is realistic. Therefore, we are taking into account the
resource constraints we face. We want our choices to be
executable. To ignore the resource constraints would be to
produce a work of no practical value.

* It is analytic and professional. We are engaged in a
serious analytic process to determine what we need, how we
structure our forces, and how we develop our program--always
informed by professional military judgments.

* Finally, at the end of the day, choices in the QDR are
about balancing risks. We must assess a changing world (knowing
our forecasts will often be wrong), and then evaluate the trade-
offs between present and future capabilities realistically, among



competing alternatives to accomplish the same mission, and among
the threats and challenges we may face and for which we must
prepare. Risks are unavoidable, so what is the correct balance?

A fundamental problem we must address in the QDR concerns
the overall balance of our defense program, specifically the
necessity of modernizing our force while maintaining highly ready
forces today for the broad range of missions our strategy
demands. If we continue as we have over the past few years, we
will be unable to modernize the force sufficiently. You are all
familiar with the call for increasing our funding for
procurement to a level of approximately $60 billion per year.

This is the level estimated to be required to replace our aging
equipment and to maintain our technological edge. We have not
been able to meet this goal in our past few budgets.

Let me illustrate this dilemma: Last year, we planned to put
$45.5 billion in the FY98 budget for procurement. But in the
budget we submitted to Congress this month, we actually asked for
only $42.5 billion--$3 billion less. As those of you who follow
the budget carefully know, this phenomenon has bedeviled us for
the past several years, although we have made improvements year
to year. There are three basic reasons why we have had this
problem.

First of all, we had to offset the costs of contingency
operations that were not provided for in last year's budget. This
is a chronic problem that often forces us to dip into our
readiness and modernization funds.

Second, every year we face a cost-forecasting problem. When
the services put together their budget plans, they are often too
optimistic about the cost of operations and support, such as
running military installations or conducting depot maintenance.
Consequently, in each budget year, they may have to spend more
money on operations and support than originally planned, and they
typically spend it out of procurement. It can really add up. We
had to shift $2.9 billion from the modernization account to pay
for these underestimated costs in the FY98 budget.

But, the problem is more complicated. Between 1990 and 1997,
our spending on procurement dropped about 53 percent. That was
appropriate during the post-Cold War drawdown, because we could
keep our forces modern by weeding out the older equipment.

Over the past 4 years, we took on an array of new
responsibilities and activities. We not only needed to size our
capabilities to deal with two nearly simultaneous major
contingencies, but we also faced a dramatic increase in other
activities, running the gamut from humanitarian and relief
operations in the Third World to the major deployment in Bosnia.



This was a new world for all of us and we needed to evolve and
adjust with it.

A new world with new challenges required us to focus
resources on the here and now. That was appropriate. We needed to
be successful in meeting these new challenges, and we have been.
Our current defense strategy and force structure have kept us
relatively safe in this uncertain, dynamic world. Indeed, we have
helped to make the world a less dangerous place. We have deterred
aggression in the Arabian Gulf. We have restored democracy to
Haiti. We have stopped the war in Bosnia and prevented it from
spreading throughout the heart of Europe. We have maintained
peace on the Korean peninsula. Meanwhile, we have helped to
reduce the former Soviet nuclear arsenals, heal the Cold War
fault lines in Europe, advance coopera- tion and stability in our
own hemisphere, and strengthen our alliance with Japan as we
advanced security in the Pacific. In short, we have made the
world a safer place and, yes a better place. And the key to all
of this has been American engagement in the world. The focus on
the present has come at the expense of investment for the future.
We cannot continue this practice of ignoring future needs while
we operate in the present. We need to strike the proper balance
between these competing demands. This year we are beginning the
transition to a new era. As part of that transition, we need a
completely fresh examination of how we balance current and future
capabilities.

Some might challenge this assertion. Today we have the
world's most capable military, a powerful and flexible force
second to none. Our forces are ready, our people are of the
highest quality, and we continue to maintain our tech-nological
edge and to modernize the force. We have strong alliances, a
global presence, and the ability to meet any potential challenge
on today's battlefield. Why the call for reviewing our defense
strategy, making hard choices, reshaping the force?

The fundamental reason is the one | have already mentioned:
We cannot stand idle while the world changes around us. We must
actively shape events, revise our strategies as necessary, and
adapt to the changing environment.

In addition, as | have said, we must be assured that we have
struck the correct balance between present and future, and across
the array of risks that must be faced.

To do this right, the QDR will work through four levels of
analysis, beginning with a close examination of the challenges we
face and our objectives in meeting those challenges. Essentially,
this is a threat analysis, taking into account the potential
changes in the world over the coming years and the anticipated
challenges to our interests. It is also an attempt to identify
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the opportunities available to us to shape the future in ways
favorable to our interests.

We must maintain our ability to meet today's challenges
while we position ourselves to prevent future threats from
emerging and to be able to defeat them if they do emerge.

With this view of the desirable future, we then must develop
a strategy to help achieve that world. This is the second level
of analysis. The core principles of that strategy have been
identified, even though we are still exploring many specific
means of implementation.

* First, we want to shape the international environ-ment, to
promote regional stability, to prevent or reduce conflict and
threats, and to deter aggression and coercion.

» Second, we want our forces to be able to respond to a full
spectrum of challenges--from deterring aggression and coercion in
crises, to conducting a wide range of contingency operations,
including fighting and winning theater wars.

These first two principles require the United States to remain
engaged in the world, to lead, and to work to influence the
actions of others--who can affect our national well-being.

* The third principle is that we must prepare now for the
challenges of an uncertain future. We must exploit the revolution
in military affairs, introduce best business practices into the
Department, and remain flexible to deal with unlikely but
potentially significant threats.

The third level in the QDR analysis is to translate the
strategy into specific elements of our overall defense posture--
what missions will our forces be equipped to undertake, what
range of capabilities will we need, how many forces are required,
and how should they be structured?

From that analysis will flow specific decisions--numbers and
kinds of forces, infrastructure, modernization of systems, R&D
programs, and so on. Only when we have made the decisions at the
other levels can we address the specific allocation of resources.
This is the fourth level. But once we have reached that level, we
must keep the decision process integrated, because a decision in
one area will affect what we should do in other areas.

For example, decisions about lift can affect both strategic
options--how we might choose to deal with a potential conflict--
and options for weapons systems in individual services. If we
alter a large modernization program because the threat has
changed, it can necessitate changes in force structure.

11



Conversely, changes in force structure can cause changes in
modernization programs and support infra-structure. In addition,
changes in one modernization program can affect others. Only by
making the connections and their implications clear can we have a
crisp and coherent debate over fundamental decisions.

Recognizing all these complexities and inter- dependencies
still begs the question of whether there is a need for hard
choices. The answer is clearly yes. There is a temptation to
assume--or hope--that the choices we face will not be as
difficult because we will find relief from budgetary pressures. |
believe this is wishful thinking. Given the pressures for deficit
reduction and a balanced budget by 2002, | do not believe we can
assume that the resources available for defense will be greater
than those available today. Will the current allocation of
resources allow us to do all we need to do? No. We have
demonstrated the shortfall in our ability to meet our
modernization goals. But it is worse than that. We need to
consider other requirements, including chronic underfunding of
real property maintenance and other infrastructure needs, unknown
contingencies, expanded ballistic missile and cruise missile
defense programs, and new initiatives to deal with the threats
from weapons of mass destruction and terrorism.

Can we fund these shortfalls by reducing our support costs?
Yes, to some extent. We probably need to consider further base
closing and realignment. | don't have to tell you how politically
difficult that will be, but when weighed against other choices
that option may begin to look more attractive. Moreover, it would
be unrealistic to expect that infrastructure reductions alone
could produce the invest- ment funds we need in the short term.
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), for example, has significant
up-front costs. We must continue to push acquisition reform, and
we will. We need to expand our outsourcing, and we will--
aggressively. But | want to assure you that these savings, even
at their most optimistic, will not be enough. The need is too
large. We must look to other areas for savings: operations,
modernization, force structure, and end strength. Unless we make
tough choices in these areas, we will not achieve the objectives
of the QDR.

The Department is taking the QDR very seriously. The entire
senior leadership of the Department is fully engaged. In my
judgment, a successful QDR is the only way we will be able to
achieve the necessary balance between meeting current needs,
investing for the future, and shaping that future in ways
favorable to our interests. We have the obligation to the country
to do just that.

Let me conclude by noting for you what | think constitute
the elements of a successful QDR. We must look across all
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elements of the Department, questioning and evaluating the
reasons we are doing things the way we are. As the Secretary has
stated, everything is on the table. We must ask whether the tempo
of current operations is having an impact on the readiness of
selected units, and we must do something about it if that is the
case. We must ask whether the high state of readiness we maintain
across the board is appropriate given our strategy. We must ask
whether the current generation of planned modernization programs
are the right ones, and whether the quantities budgeted are
properly sized. And we must ask whether we are operating as
efficiently as possible in our business and management practices.

We must not shrink from these choices. The QDR will be
successful if it makes clear the connections and balances the
risks among choices at different levels--between threat analysis
and strategy, between strategy and program elements, and between
choices of alternative systems. If we have made those connections
clear, balanced the risks, made the tough choices, and
reallocated the resources to implement a sound program, then the
QDR will be a success.

One of the qualities that has made America the world's sole
superpower and undisputed leader of the free world is that we do
not shrink from making tough choices. Arthur Miller once said,
"What is paradise, but the absence of the need to choose?"
Building a strong force for an uncertain future under tight
fiscal constraints is certainly no paradise. It will involve some
hellish choices. But we cannot afford not to make them.

If we do the QDR right, it should touch off a national
debate over how to defend our country in the 21st century. This
debate is healthy, the timing is exactly right, and | am
optimistic that the end result will be a strong, sensible, and
affordable defense, and a secure nation. But that optimistic
outcome will occur only if we make honest choices. The only
sacred cow is a strong defense.

To succeed, we will need your support. | urge all of you
who have supported a strong defense all these years to stand with
us as we make the hard choices necessary to keep our forces
strong and our nation secure.
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PANEL Il
Landpower in the 21st Century

Dr. Don Snider
Olin Distinguished Professor of National Security Studies
The U.S. Military Academy
"The Non-Revolution in Military Affairs"

General David M. Maddox, USA, Ret.
"Beyond Force XXI. Envisioning the Army After Next"

Lieutenant General Jay M. Garner, USA
Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army
"The Army, Joint Operations and the Quadrennial Defense Review"

On the afternoon of February 24, the first of the service
specific panels, "Landpower in the 21st Century," convened. In
his paper, "The Non-Revolution in Military Affairs," Dr. Don
Snider stated that many of the service positions being developed
during the QDR have been predicated on the notion that there has
been a revolution in military affairs (RMA). To some, the RMA is
technologically driven: "going from metal benders to electron
chasers," as Dr. Snider put it. While many in the military
intellectual and academic communities may truly believe we are in
the midst of an RMA, Dr. Snider's position is that one is not
occurring and will not occur. An exception is in the field of
special opera-tions where the change began after the Vietham War.

Past RMAs, such as the ones that occurred in the German
military in the interwar period, involved a change in culture
that is not evident today. Those revolutions in military affairs
involved technological advance, but, more to the point, they
involved putting together ideas, concepts, and doctrines with
technologies, and doing so in innovative ways. Education programs
for military elites helped to effect the changes and senior
leadership was generally supportive.

Today there are new technologies, but other conditions that
fostered earlier RMAs are not present. While the world situation
has changed, the strategic challenges facing the nation are not
being addressed very differently from the Cold War. Compellence,
deterrence, and support are not new. Furthermore, current
military leaders, while giving verbal support to the RMA, are not
fostering or supporting revolutionary change.

General David M. Maddox , In his presentation, "Beyond Force
XXI: Envisioning the Army After Next," suggested that the
distinctions are blurred between today's Army and Force XXI, and
that the lines between Army XXI and the Army After Next (AAN)
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will be just as indistinct. The Army must remain ready to fight
and win, even though there is a continuing debate over why we
even need a highly trained and capable military. Too many
interpret "no peer threat" to mean "no threat" rather than
understanding that the United States, while it faces many
threats, is not in danger of finding its armed forces
technologically over- matched by any potential adversary.

But while the armed forces of the United States are not
likely to be engaged in conflict with forces as technologically
advanced, there are nations that can field formidable forces.

While the U.S. Air Force is the world's most technologically
advanced and second only to China's in size, and the U.S. Navy is
the world's best and largest seagoing force, the Army, although
gualitatively superior to any other land force, is also only the
world's eighth largest army. Iraq, Iran, and North Korea could

field large numbers of troops, and ground warfare in these MTWSs--
even with complete air superiority and dominance of the
contiguous seas--would be far from easy.

If a future foe understands the Cold War capabilities
inherent in the U.S. armed forces of today, they can develop
asymmetric counters. A future foe does not need to be a "peer
competitor” to achieve technological superiority in specific,
perhaps in narrow, areas that could prove pivotal in a given
situation. For instance, a challenger might counter portions of
our information technologies. They might use medium range
ballistic missiles topped with nuclear or chemical and biological
warheads to preclude the establishment of bases. Selective
terrorist attacks mounted against stateside targets could be a
part of an effort to sap our national will.

Today's world is not at peace and, according to General
Maddox, the United States must stay actively engaged to shape the
international environment. The daily interaction fostered by
forward presence builds relationships that work to minimize
misunderstanding. Part of shaping the environment is being ready
to respond anywhere on the globe when human or natural disaster
strikes. In addition to disaster relief, we shape the environment
by responding to the full spectrum of missions to include
humanitarian assistance, peacekeeping, peacemaking, and assisting
in the transition from war to peace, as we are doing in Bosnia
today. While the objective of these missions may be to preclude
or end conflict, most of them contain the possibility of
transitioning into conflict. Therefore, our soldiers have to be
disciplined and trained for not only a variety of nontraditional
missions, but also for going to war when necessary.

How then is the Army going to go beyond Force XXI to

envision the Army After Next? Force XXl is already leveraging
information technologies into today's forces. It is more of a
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process than a "force" in that the incorporation of information
technologies opens the door to new and innovative ways to perform
military tasks. To be sure, our thought processes and the tempo

of operations are changing and forces are becoming more agile.

Even as we are developing Force XXI, readiness demands
remain higher than ever. The Army, as a whole, must be manned,
equipped, and trained to acc